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another through the nation and through modernity, but also are somehow su≈cient to represent the modern nation's literary production and perhaps the modern nation itself. ≤ In reflecting on the series' impact later, when she herself has become a writer, Mizumura's narrator muses, ''In the process of acquainting myself with the musty complete works of modern Japanese literature, at some point I fell in love not only with Japan, but with a Japan that existed before my birth.'' ≥ It is, after all, not the literary quality-or value, in the sense of importance-of each individual work that draws the narrator's mother when she chooses the series, but an entire economy of such value, which in turn is legitimated through its association with modernity, its dissociation from a degraded form of fiction, and its interconnection with the nation itself. ∂ The series mentioned in the novel is the Gendai Nihon bungaku zenshū (Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature), published by Kaizōsha between 1926 and 1931 , which Mizumura's narrator rightly describes as being ''the first complete works of modern Japanese literature.'' ∑ The series marked a watershed in the production of literature, made possible by a concentration of print capital in Tokyo, the imperial seat. ∏ This process of centralization had been under way through the second half of the Edo period (1600-1868) but accelerated rapidly right around the turn of the twentieth century. π The result was a small number of large publishers able to produce texts on an unprecedented scale and then sell those literary commodities to a market of unprecedented size. ∫ The consolidation of cultural power-the ability to influence the dissemination, reception, and preservation of literary works-attending this concentration of economic capital provided for the creation of various instruments that allowed a small number of individuals to have a far-reaching influence not only on what people read, but also on how they read. The Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature was only one of these instruments.
The influence of the series on Mizumura's narrator, while obviously exceptional, helps bring into relief the impact that extraliterary forces have on the understanding of literary value and literature itself. Many forces influence individual readers' conceptions of literary value, and often those forces are impossible to isolate. Some, however, are identifiable. This series, for example, did more than guarantee the material circulation of a specific set of texts under a rubric that positioned them as su≈cient representatives of a national literary genius; it also conveyed an implied economy of literary Introduction value based on that rubric to a vast readership. This was an alternate economy to the extent that it claimed autonomy from the tyranny of the marketplace; it was new in the sense that it implied a di√erent logic of value than that which underwrote earlier literature written in Japanese. Ω The finite cultural entity of modern Japanese literature, as instantiated in but not solely created by the series, relied on three powerful dichotomies: modern against premodern, the Japanese nation or linguistic community against non-Japanese communities, and literature against less worthy forms of writing. Standing between each of these dichotomies was a boundary, produced by and subsequently producing each side's mutual exclusivity. Inevitably these boundaries simplified complex realities in which dramatic di√erence was mixed with predictable similarity. When these three seemingly simple categories were evoked, however, the sequence of decisions behind the selection of the series' contents was obscured and the ambiguous boundary between the selected works and all others was reified. In this sense the Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature helped manufacture the very entity it purported to reflect: modern Japanese literature.
The present study is meant to complement scholarship that questions these boundaries and considers the phenomenon of literature through categories other than the nation, modernity, or elite traditions. ∞≠ My goal is to examine the way the existing, dominant boundaries were conceived and manifested, while remaining sensitive to the various interests of the parties involved and the tools used to realize those interests. I do this by focusing on immanent textual events: the physical objects-the old, vermillioncovered collection, for example-which readers held in their hands as they read, or at least placed on their bookshelves as a sign of personal cultivation. These are, after all, the only texts a reader can ever encounter: ''particular, materially embodied, and historically mediated textual instances that inevitably bear traces of the complex economic, social, political, aesthetic, and bibliographical circumstances of their making.'' ∞∞ It is these circumstances-the multiple value systems and the extraliterary forces behind the material reproduction of texts-that are the central object of this study.
Literature (and later the Akutagawa Prize for literature) were made possible by specific developments in the publishing industry, particularly the expanding reach of that industry resulting from print capital's concentration in Tokyo. Today, when access to texts-whether educational, economic, or simply material access-is presumed (often mistakenly) to be reasonably unimpeded throughout the nation-state (if not the world), it is easy to project the present condition back in time, at least through the modern period. The reality of the matter, however, is that access to literature has not always been so ready; a history of the social existence of literature therefore must trace over time the reach of print both horizontally, to every corner of the nation-state, the empire, and the broader linguistic community, and vertically, through various economic and social strata. ∞≤ Literature's impact on the nation as a whole should not be presumed, even in the era of mass culture. This study traces the expansion of the Tokyo-based publishing industry into an industry that distributed an increasingly uniform supply of texts throughout a vast market. This examination of Tokyo's preeminence must not be taken as reifying the notion of a Tokyo-centered hegemony; it is precisely through historicization that this centrality can be recognized both for what it is and what it is not. Qualifiers such as ''increasingly uniform'' and ''vast'' (rather than the completesounding ''national'') signal the fact that even in this age of mass production any claim to a national (or supranational) market for print, implying complete access for all citizens, is hyperbolic. Needless to say, literary production was not homogeneous throughout the country, nor was consumption identical for each individual. ∞≥ No single cultural product can link all members of a nation, nor can any center fully dominate the areas it considers peripheral. The centrality and importance of the Tokyo publishing world must be considered relatively and should not be interpreted as a complete or unchallenged hegemony even in the present day.
Although not hegemonic in its influence, the publishing industry expanded the audience for this new economy of value by an order (or two) of magnitude; even if modern Japanese literature's reach was not truly complete throughout the nation, it nonetheless derived authority from claiming a national audience. This transaction was almost certainly reciprocal: literature used the value attributed to the nation(-state) to contribute to its own prestige, and then the nation-state became able to use its possession of a modern national literary culture to reinforce that imagined community. This is only one way the series functioned as an instrument of what has been called ''capital intraconversion,'' through which the value, or symbolic capital, accumulated in the literary field could be exchanged for other forms of capital, whether economic, social, or political. ∞∂ This capacity of intraconversion reveals the speciousness of literary value's claim to autonomy; this alternate economy of value was in fact intertwined with other forms of value, not the least of which was its exchange value as a commodity in the marketplace.
As value accumulated within the literary field and as its convertibility increased, the number of individuals who created and exercised various instruments to define literary value and thus exert power increased as well. This was likely the most lasting impact of mechanisms such as the Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature: a reified alternate economy of value (which later would be associated with the concept of ''pure literature'') through di√erentiation (from, among other things, ''popular literature'' and thus a market-driven value system) and association (with modernity, the nation-state, and existing literary prestige). ∞∑ In this sense the impact was less on specific works than on a conceptual space, the contents of which could shift over time. ∞∏ Of course print capitalism had as much to gain from the creation of this sphere as the nation(-state) did. As this study's focus on the publishing industry suggests, commercial interests had a great deal to gain from the establishment of this seemingly distinct value system. Print capital benefited greatly from the creation and valorization of a modern national literature because the concept itself interpellated and invested the largest number of potential readers, and thus consumers, in this literary economy and the works, the commodities, that value system elevated. It should also be noted that failure to be recognized within this new economy of value did not necessarily prevent works from being published; a vast array of works, much larger than the number linked to this new economy, were published because they shared sources of value directly recognized by the traditional economy, works often melded together under the rubric of ''popular literature'' and linked with the value of entertainment. The new alternate economy of value only presented itself as autonomous from the capitalist economy of value; as long as the works within that economy were published, however, they remained firmly embedded in the traditional economy as well.
The beneficial outcomes of this alternate economy should not be underestimated. It created a public space that allowed an unprecedented number and variety of individuals to be heard; the convertibility of the value produced within the field of modern Japanese literature enabled literary production that might not otherwise have been possible. Largely independent of political, religious, or governmental patronage, this value allowed a literary discourse that often stood in opposition to the cultural or political mainstream. Yet this enabling value came at a cost: an elevated sphere of modern Japanese literature necessitated that a large amount of literary production justify its very existence or be dismissed. The literary field presented as the product of a national aesthetic consensus was in fact a specific subset of literary production that had been culled from and elevated above a multitude of texts by a series of individuals, whose decisions were subjective and motivated. This should not be taken to mean that their assertions of literary value were unfounded, nor that the works lack identifiable value. ∞π Rather the historical sources of these decisions were retroactively naturalized so as to appear to be resulting from a neat aesthetic consensus, which never existed.
Tracing the function of mechanisms such as the Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature illuminates the role extraliterary forces play in the construction of the literary field; the absence of sources explicating the literary value systems informing the selections for that series, however, necessitates the examination of additional mechanisms. The contingency of literary value systems is readily apparent in the second instrument of cultural power that this book examines: the Akutagawa Prize for literature. Beginning in 1935 and continuing to this day, the Akutagawa Prize remains one of the most, if not the most, prestigious literary prizes in Japan. As with the Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature, the Akutagawa Prize allowed actors not only to valorize specific works but also, in the process, to perpetuate a valorized literary field. Unlike the Complete Works, however, the Akutagawa Prize allows for these acts to be perpetual. Where the Complete Works created a singular opportunity to influence a body of works, the Akutagawa Prize allows actors to influence works to this day, creating a continuous flow of elevated literary commodities and reinforcing the economy of literary value at regular intervals. By referring to this distinction as ''dynamic canonization'' as opposed to the ''static'' mechanism of the anthology, we can highlight this advantage of the prize mechanism. ∞∫ I invoke the concept of a canon in only a limited sense, in an attempt to avoid a variety of implications sometimes associated with the term. Any suggestion of a state of being-something is either in the canon or out of the canon-obscures what is in fact a constantly shifting degree of authority. Similarly, despite the implication of universality, di√erent individuals at di√erent moments in time will have varying conceptions of the canon. And the stability of the canon should not be exaggerated: while reiterations of canonicity can stabilize a work's centrality, such status is never guaranteed. The connotations of stasis and universality inherent in the term can best be avoided if we remain focused on specific exercises of power, the mechanisms through which that power is exercised, the agenda informing those exercises, and the consequences of those exercises. The term also normally involves a religious, governmental, or educational authority that plays an active role in compelling adherence to the canon. My focus, however, is on the less directly suasive (though no less influential) role that publishing, and the material forms it produces, has on the dissemination, reception, and preservation of literary works. The Akutagawa Prize and Kaizōsha's Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature, as two central instruments that played particularly important roles in the construction of a concept of modern Japanese literature, reflect the role that publishing plays in creating such an entity. ∞Ω The current study, rather than attempting to present a complete picture of all forces at work on literary production, might best be considered a series of essays on the topic. The essays link together into sections: the first is a macrohistory of literary publishing, which addresses the concentration of print capital in Tokyo, and the second is a microhistory of cultural authority, which describes two central mechanisms in the assertion of literary value that were made possible by that concentration. Between the discussions of the two mechanisms-the anthology and the award-I explore the discursive exercise of cultural authority that informed the material exercises. Together these chapters attempt to begin a historical reconstruction of the sociology of modern Japanese literature; needless to say, they amount to little more than a partial picture of a complex situation. Since this picture is partial, it is important to clarify what it will not be addressing. My focus is on the production rather than actual consumption of literature, though reception data are presented when available; often my conclusions regarding consumption are speculative, based on the potential for reception. ≤≠ In addition, since the focus of this study is publishing as an industry and a system, my examination of the content of specific literary works is limited. Hopefully this will bring the materiality of literature into high relief without implying that the contents of texts are irrelevant. A study of literature that focuses on the materiality of texts rather than on their literary content is meant to complement rather than to replace studies of the texts themselves. Having said that, my goal is to show how dependent our experiences of literary content are on the material conditions of its production and consumption.
The first chapter addresses the history of book production and consumption in Japan, tracing the advancements in technology, the expansion of a market for literary commodities, and the development of an extensive reading community that resulted in Japan's modern publishing industry and the possibility of phenomena such as the Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature and the Akutagawa Prize. At the same time I consider the notion of absolute rupture as it relates to a divide between a modern mode of literary production and the mode of production that preceded it, at least during the Edo period. ≤∞ While granting the dramatic transformation that occurred at the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth, we can see the roots of a publishing industry concentrated in Tokyo (formerly Edo) in changes to the production and dissemination of texts starting no later than the seventeenth century. ≤≤ While it would be a mistake to imply a teleology to the events described, there was tremendous momentum toward capital accumulation in Tokyo. The second chapter explores the greatest challenge to that momentum, the near total destruction of the publishing industry in the Great Kantō Earthquake of 1923, and the ways Tokyo-based publishing was able not only to maintain its preeminence but also to reinforce it. Despite the extensive damage to publishing, printing, distribution, and retail businesses, and despite the existence of smaller-scale publishing operations elsewhere (particularly in the Kansai region-the Kyoto-Osaka area-to the west), within a matter of months Tokyo book and magazine publishing was quickly returning to its pre-earthquake levels. At the same time the groundwork had been laid for a national newspaper industry guided not by Osaka, the city with the largest newspapers prior to the earthquake, but to a certain Introduction extent by Tokyo. Finally, in destroying so many books the earthquake created not only a massive demand for new ones but also a concern over the preservation of older ones. An examination of the earthquake thus provides us with a detailed snapshot of both the industry and the marketplace on the eve of the events dealt with in the second part of the book.
The study then turns to two of the most influential mechanisms of cultural authority made possible by these developments in publishing. In chapter 3 I examine the Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature, which gathered works written since the beginning of political modernity in Japan, the Meiji Restoration. Thanks to its reasonably low price-only one yen per volume, hence their name, ''one-yen books'' (enpon)-the series reached a wider audience than ever before. At its peak nearly 350,000 people were subscribing to the series; more readers gained access through means other than subscription: borrowing copies from friends, renting them from book lenders and reading groups, checking them out from libraries, or purchasing them at a discount when they later circulated in the used and remaindered book markets. For many reader-consumers the series was the first access they had to actual literary texts assembled systematically into a cultural entity known as modern Japanese literature. The series disseminated a set of texts throughout the empire (and beyond) in a physical format, the book, that continues to preserve them to this day.
The series succeeded beyond anyone's expectations; as the writer and publisher Kikuchi Kan noted, thanks to the series the ''20-30,000 reader audience that literary books had enjoyed ha [d] suddenly swollen by ten to twenty times.'' ≤≥ That is, there was more demand for the series than there had been for the works within the series; the whole was perceived as greater than the sum of its parts. Through its advertising campaign, one of the largest for any commodity up to that time, the series' impact on nonreaders was similarly unprecedented. Even if one did not purchase the series, one could not help but be a√ected by this display. The result was a cultural prestige for modern Japanese literature recognized by a much larger population than ever before. Contemporary works in 1926 were likely perceived by many as discrete cultural products; while there was a concept of a canon of classical Japanese literature, the corresponding concept of a national cultural totality for recent literary production was only beginning to spread. ≤∂ The Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature dramatically accelerated this process, raising the cultural prestige of this subset of literary production. The intellectual historian Maruyama Masao described his personal experience of this expansion:
If someone were to ask me why the explosive expansion in circulation [produced by Kaizōsha's series] led to the epoch-making change in the social status of writers and the novel, I would be at a loss. . . . I know there was a change, though, from concrete, personal experience. Whenever the latest volume of the series arrived, everyone was talking about it, even during recess at school. If you didn't know about that month's volume, you suddenly felt you were behind the times, intellectually. That might have been the case only because it was a middle school in a large city. Still, it was the case for everyone-not just students-that, whether you had read them or not, you had to at least know the names of famous Japanese and world authors and their works. After these oneyen book series appeared, this sort of information became ''common knowledge.'' ≤∑ While an elevated sphere of literature, a modern national literature, was an established part of discourse among a small group of literary-minded elites in Tokyo, for many it was this series that realized the aspirations of that discourse.
At the time of its publication the series contributed to the solidification of a conceptual space in the minds of many citizens of the nation and the empire. The lasting contribution of the series was less on the specific body of works that it elevated than on the conceptual cultural entity that it consecrated: modern Japanese literature. This was the impact that Maruyama perceived as the social status of the art form rose. Thus even as the series had such concrete repercussions as leading the book-publishing industry into an age of dramatically increased production, clarifying copyright and royalty practices, illustrating the potential of advertising, turning writing from an insecure occupation into a potential source of wealth, and making select authors into celebrities, it also had a significant symbolic impact. As modern literature had not yet been widely incorporated into educational curricula, this series, rather than academia, conferred a nationally recognized cultural legitimacy on the new concept of modern literature itself even as it conferred similar legitimacy on the authors and works that it contained. ≤∏ There was a profound limitation to this mechanism's ability to confer legitimacy on specific literary works, however: its implicitly finite nature. It was this finite nature that allowed the publisher to o√er subscribers an actual bookshelf at the completion of the subscription, built to specifications determined by the length of the series, leaving no room for additional texts. The anthology was by definition backward looking, claiming to present a full accounting of the important works. Although Kaizōsha struggled against this, expanding the series from its initial thirty-seven volumes to fifty and then sixty-three, the final result was the creation of a static canon of texts. Both cultural authority and print capitalism, however, needed a mechanism of dynamic canonization: new authors and works were needed to become new commodities; they also presented opportunities for cultural authority to be exercised and thus reproduced.
Before discussing the Akutagawa Prize for literature, which overcame this limitation, in chapter 4 I examine some of the most influential literary debates of the period in order to both illuminate the discursive field from which the anthology and the prize emerged and to explore the rhetorical mechanisms and concepts behind these material developments. I primarily focus on authors central to the Tokyo literary establishment to suggest the diversity of opinions about the proper form of literature. The debates are, at their core, about the ascription of literary value, particularly in the face of a marketplace that the critics see as attempting to assert a value system of its own. Throughout the debates critics resort to a conceptual division between desirable literature and literature marked by its tsūzoku (vulgar, mundane, or popular) nature. ≤π The di√erent ways this term is appropriated reveal not only the heterogeneity of literary agendas, but also the potency of the term as a tool for denigration and exclusion. In this chapter I also consider some of the critical writings on this subject by a central literary figure whose power and centrality in the literary field grew to the point that he became known as the doyen (ōgosho) of the literary establishment (bundan): Kikuchi Kan. ≤∫ Kikuchi's early views on the topic of literary value are relevant for a variety of reasons: first, he frankly expressed many of the concerns that were arising about the need to clarify literary value; second, his position shows the influence of the most powerful alternate literary stream, proletarian literature, on this so-called bourgeois mainstream; and third, he reflects the attraction that nonelevated literature held for many writers, despite their protestations to the contrary. These essays in fact were written immediately prior to Kikuchi Kan's transition, in the eyes of much of the literary establishment, from an aspiring writer of ''pure'' literature to a compromised writer of ''popular'' literature, a distinction that was forming discursively in the course of these very debates.
In chapter 5 I return to material production, focusing on a mechanism that surmounted the limitations of the anthology: the Akutagawa Prize, which Kikuchi Kan founded along with the Naoki Prize. As had the Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature, the Akutagawa Prize not only valorized specific works but also, in the process, perpetuated a valorized literary field: the modern literary economy that was a subset of the larger symbolic economy. This economy was made possible, as mentioned previously, by the assertion of various boundaries: modernity, the Japanese nation(-state), and an elevated subset of literary production. The Akutagawa Prize gives us the clearest insight into the function of that third boundary, a distinction it asserted using a discursive mechanism of power that was central to the formation and function of the prize: the concept of literary ''purity.'' Such a notion implies that a work falls on one side or the other of such a boundary-Huyssen's ''great divide'' ≤Ω -rather than recognizing the multiple spectra of quality that actually exist. Compromise in the face of economic pressures arising from modernization was for many an essential component of the distinction between ''pure' ' and ''popular.'' In 1933 Kikuchi defined the distinction this way: ''Pure literature [junbungei] is that which the writer writes because he wants to; popular literature [taishū bungei] is that which is written to please people.'' ≥≠ The Akutagawa Prize, supported by this logic of di√erentiation, allowed Kikuchi and the other members of the selection committee to a√ect the dissemination, reception, and preservation of works they believed best adhered to their literary agendas in much the same way that the Complete Works of Contemporary Japanese Literature allowed its editors to do the same. What an examination of the workings of the Akutagawa Prize more clearly shows us, however, is that this agenda was not singular, nor was the literary value system informing its judges. The determination of the award recipients was contested even within the committee, often by parties with radically distinct value systems. Often in fact the award was given grudgingly, with the actors behind the instrument of power never fully satisfied with the way it functioned. We know this because we have unusual access to the instrument's inner workings: with each announcement of the award, Bungei shunjū magazine publishes the selection critiques of the committee members. In these critiques the committee members are often surprisingly frank about their appraisals of the winning works, the justifications for their positions, and their feelings about the e√ect of the award. What they reveal, in addition to the diversity of literary value systems, is the significant limitations individuals encounter in trying to utilize such an instrument to a√ect the course of literature. Even with these limitations, though, these instruments have had a significant impact on the dissemination, reception, and preservation of literary texts.
Despite the presence of economic pressures on premodern writers, critics invoking the distinction between pure and popular literature often pointed to the first decades of the twentieth century as being controlled by unprecedented economic forces; this was reinforced by the belief in a paradigmatic shift to a capitalist mode of production. The shift in the nature of the economy in general may have been more extreme than the impact it had specifically on writers. It is true that the scale of capital concentration increased dramatically in the Meiji and Taishō periods, and that this increase in scale had a profound impact. This is particularly true in questions of a national marketplace, as a marketplace of that magnitude required a dramatic concentration of print capital in Tokyo. The centralization of publishing (and cultural) capital in Tokyo was so dramatic that it was even able to surmount the city's near total destruction in the Great Kantō Earthquake of 1923. Yet the emphasis on rupture produced in the assertion of a binary-the creation of autonomous art versus the production of literary commodities for profit-suggests a prelapsarian state, implying acts of writing free of economic (or other nonliterary) pressures, rather than admitting the various compromises writers have historically been forced to make. It also ignores the ways commercial developments enabled many writers who, prior to this time, would never have had the ability to dedicate themselves to literature at all.
If its three justifying logics are destabilized, modern Japanese literature can be seen as the product of a series of exercises of power by individ-uals with particular aesthetic and nonaesthetic agendas who used various instruments-some discursive, some material-to elevate a specific subset of literary works. It is not that these works were undeserving of the attention they received; on the contrary, many of these works have repeatedly proved themselves worthy of the status they have enjoyed for most of the twentieth century. The treatment they received, however, was not solely the result of unique, intrinsic literary quality naturally revealed through the workings of time, but was also the result of a series of acts, some of them identifiable, that a√ected the treatment the works received and then naturalized the motivated acts themselves. The works normally thought of as comprising modern Japanese literature are ones that have suited certain individuals who had access to su≈cient power, much of it made possible by print capital centralized in Tokyo, to actualize their vision of literature in a material form. As the extreme case of Mizumura's narrator illustrates, the material reproduction of fiction is the fundamental precondition for its social existence. When the contingency inherent in this material reproduction is exposed, the judgments they propagate cannot be seen as naturally revealed value.
This realization need not lead to simple cynicism or cultural relativism; instead it allows us to see the contingency of these acts that a√ected the dissemination, reception, and preservation of literary works. ≥∞ The literary value systems informing these acts were multiple, not singular, and certainly not inevitable. By recognizing the contingency of the existing structures of valorization, we can recognize the flexibility of literary taste and the diversity of the literary arts. A historical study of literary production, assisted by a study of the publishing industry, allows us to recognize the constructed nature of modern Japanese literature, encouraging us to attend to alternate voices, genres, and media that have been pressed down by individuals so that other works might be lifted up. ≥≤ Seeing literature as a contested field does more than help us to question ensconced conceptions of literary value, exposing what seems to be natural and inevitable as artificial and contingent; it helps us recognize the instruments that formed the field. This cannot be done in the hope that we will reach an objective standpoint in which exercises of power are eliminated. We cannot operate outside these mechanisms, but we can operate in fuller awareness of them. As we study the impact and relevance of texts in awareness of these mechanisms, we can also study the ways those texts and the concepts informing our thinking about those texts have been instrumentalized, either consciously or unconsciously, and the impact of that instrumentalization. In so doing, new groupings of literary works, new cultural entities, can be created in order to enlighten, to reveal, rather than to discipline or conceal. At the same time readers will be more prepared to resist transcendent claims to legitimacy made by these new configurations.
